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(1) was not witten for publication in a |law journal and
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DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains

1 through 3, 5 through 7, 10 and 11. dains 4, 8, 9 and 12
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have been al | owed.
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The disclosed invention relates to a graphics processing
met hod and apparatus, and to a m croprocessor for executing
i nstructions.

Claims 1 and 11 are illustrative of the clained
invention, and they read as foll ows:

1. A graphics processing apparatus conprising:

a CPU and a system nenory, each connected to
a system bus conposed of address, data and control buses;

a local nenory and a frame nenory, each connected to
a |l ocal bus conposed of address, data and control buses;
and

a graphics processing processor having a first port
connected to said system bus, and a second port connected
to said | ocal bus, said graphics processing processor having
means for simultaneously accessing said system nenory and
said local or franme nenory via said first and second
ports, respectively by sinultaneously issuing two separate
addresses on respective address buses of said first
and second ports.

11. A mcroprocessor for executing instructions each
havi ng a fixed length, conprising:

first instruction holding neans for holding a primary
instruction read froma program

second instruction holding neans for holding a sub-
i nstruction acconpanying said primary instruction; and
decodi ng nmeans for decoding said prinmary instruction
and said sub-instruction, whereby when said primry
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instruction is an instruction using said sub-
instruction
as a result of decoding of said primary instruction, said
sub-instruction held by said sub-instruction hol ding
nmeans i s decoded and execut ed.
The reference relied on by the exam ner is:

Kat sura et al. (Katsura) 5, 046, 023
Sept. 3, 1991

Clains 1 through 3, 5 through 7, 10 and 11 stand rejected
under 35 U. S.C. 8 103 as bei ng unpatentabl e over Katsura.

Reference is made to the briefs and the answer for the
respective positions of the appellants and the exam ner.

CPI NI ON

The obvi ousness rejection of clainms 1 through 3, 5
through 7, 10 and 11 is reversed.

Wth the exception of claim1l, all of the clains on
appeal require the sinultaneous access of a first nenory
(e.g., main nmenory) and a second nenory (e.g., frame nenory)
via two separate ports in the graphics processor. Caimll is
specifically directed to the decoding of a primary
instruction, and to the decoding of a sub-instruction that is

used by the primary instruction.
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The exam ner is of the opinion (Answer, page 3) that
Kat sura teaches “sinultaneous access at columm 4, |ines 23-
31l ”

Appel l ants argue (Reply Brief, page 5) inter alia that:

Further, the above-noted passage of
Kat sura teaches that an address sent to
the second bus is transferred by the bus
connection control neans (bus switch 20)
and the first address bus to the system
menory at the sane tinme the first data bus
is connected to the second data bus [Figure 1].

Thus it is quite clear that this passage nerely
t eaches the sinultaneous occurrence of

the transferring of an address fromthe

second bus to the first bus and the connecting

of the first data bus to the second data

bus so that access can be nmade to the system

menory 12. This passage of Katsura is not

concerned with the sinultaneous access of

system and frane nenories via two separate

ports as in Appellants’ invention.

In short, we agree with appellants’ argunent that Katsura
nei ther teaches nor woul d have suggested to one of ordinary
skill in the art the simnultaneous access of the two nenories
via two ports of the graphics processor. As a result thereof,
t he obvi ousness rejection of clainms 1 through 3, 5 through 7

and
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10 i s reversed.
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Wth respect to the decoding of a primary instruction,
and the decoding of a sub-instruction when needed by the
primary instruction in claim11l, the exam ner has not stated
where such instruction decoding can be found in Katsura. The
obvi ousness rejection of claim1ll is, therefore, reversed

because of the lack of a prima facie case of obvi ousness.
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DECI SI ON
The decision of the examner rejecting clains 1 through
3,

5 through 7, 10 and 11 under 35 U . S.C. 8 103 is reversed.

REVERSED

KENNETH W HAI RSTON
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

BOARD OF PATENT
LEE E. BARRETT

Adm ni strative Patent Judge APPEALS AND
| NTERFERENCES

LANCE LEONARD BARRY
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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